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OHAPTER XII

THE NOTION OF BEING

If the main lines of cognitionel prooess have heen ast
down, it remains that certsin fundamental and pervasive notions
be clarified., Among them, in the firat place, is the notion of
being, It Is s trioky tople and, perhaps, the most satisfactory
procedure will be to begin from a definltion.
1. A DEFINTTION

Boing, then, 1s the objective of the pure desirs to know,

By the desire to know is meant the dynamio orilentation
manifagtod in questions for intelligence and for reflection, It
ia not the verbal uttersance of quaaﬁiona. It 18 not the conceptual
formalation of questions, It 18 not eny insight or thought. I%
18 not any reflective gxasp or judgment. It is the prior and en-
veloping drive thet carxries cognitional process front sense and
imegination to understending, from understanding to Judgment, from
judgment, to the complsete context of correct judgnents that is
named knowledge. The desire to know, the, 1s simply the laquiring
and eritieal apirit of men. By moving him to seek understanding,
it prevents hin from beling content with the mers flow of outer
and inner experience. By demanding adsquate understending, it in-
volves man in the self-correcting process of learning in which
further queations yleld somplementary lnsighta. By moving man to
raflest, to gesk the unconditioned, to grant unqualified assent
only to the unconditioned, 1t prevents him from being comtent with

hearsay and legend, with unverified hypotheses ond untested theories.
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Finally, by raising atill further questions for intelligence and
refleotion, it excludes complecent inertia; for if the questions
go unanswered, man cannot be complacent; and if answers are sought,
man 18 not inert.

Becouss it differs radically from other desire, this desire
has been named pure, It 1s to be known, not by the misleading ana-
logy of other desire, but by giving free rein o intelligent and
rational consciousnsss, It 13, indeed, impalpable but also it 1is
powerfid. It pulls man out of the solid routine of perception end
conation, instinot and hablt, doing and enjoying. It holds him
with the faacination of problems. It engages him in the quest of
golutions. It makes him slgof to what is not established. It com=
pels assent to the unconditioned, It i{s the cool shrewdness of
oommon senss, the disinterestedness of sgience, the detachment of
philosophy. It ias the absorption of investigatior, the joy of
discovery, the agsurance of judgment, the modesty of limited knowp
ledge, It is the relentless sersnity, the unhurried determination,
the imperturbable drive of question following appositely on
question in the genesls of truth,

This puwre desire has an objective, It i a desire to lmow.
As mere desire, 1t is for the satisfaction of acts of knowing, for
the satisfaction of understending, of understanding fully, of
understanding correstly. But as pure desire, as cool, disinterested,
detached, it ias not for cognitional acts, and the satisfaction
they give their subject, but for cognitional contents, for what

is to be known, The satisfaction of misteken understanding,
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provided one dves not know it as mistaken, can equel the satis-
faction of correct understanding. Yet the pure desire scorns the
former end prizes the latter; it prizea it, then, as dissimiler
to the former; it prizes it not because it yields satisfaction
but because ita eontent 1s correct.

The objective of the pure desires 1s the content of knowing
rather than the act. Still, the deaire 1s not itself a knowing,
and s0 1ta range 1s not the same as the range of knowing. Initial-
1y in each individual, the pure @esire is a dynamic orientation te
& totally unknown. As knowledge develops, the objeotive becomes
loss and less unknown, more snd more known. At any time the ob-
Jeetive includes both sll that 18 known and all that remsins un-
known, for it i3 the goal of the fmmanent dynamism of sognitional
vroceas and that dyngmiam both underlies nctusl attainment and
heads beyond 1t with ever further guestions,

vihat is this objective? 1Is it limited or unlimited? Is
it one or meny? Is it material or ideal? Is it phenomenal or
Teal? Ia it en immanent content or a transcendent object? Ia it
a realm of experience, or of thought, or of essences, or of exiat-
ents? Anawers to these and to any other questions have but a
single socuree. They cannnt be had without the functioning of the
purs desire. They cennot be had from the pure desire alone. They
are to be had ineasmuch a8 the pure desires inltlates and sustains
oognlitional process. Thus, iFf it is true that A is, that 4 ls
one, and that there is only A, then the objective of the pure
desire is ona, But if it is true that A is, that B is, that A is
not B, then the objestive 1s many. Uhich, you ask, 1s true? The

Tact that you ask, results from the purs desire. But to reach the
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anawer, desiring is not enough, answers oome only from inquiring
and reflecting.

How our definition was that being is the objective of the
pure desire to know. Being, then, is 1) all that is known and 2)
all that remaina to be known, Again, since & complete lnerement
of knowing ocours only in judgment, being ia what 1s to be known
by the totality of true judgments. What, one may ask, is that
totallty? It ls the complete set of answers to the complete set
of questions. (That the snswera sre, remsins to be szeen., What the
questions are, awalts their emergence. Meeningless or incoherent
or illegitimate questions may be possible, but how they are to be
defined, is a further question, The affirmation in hand la that
there exists a pure desire to know, an enquiring and aritieal
spirit, that follows up gquestions with further queations, thet
heada for some objective which has been named being.

Our definition of being, then, 1s of the second order. Other
definitions determine what i3 meant. But this definition is more
remote for 1t assigng, not what i3 meant by being, but how that
meaning is to be determined, It asssrts that if you know, then you
know heing; it agserts that 1f you wish to kmow, then you wish to
know being; but it doos not seitle whether you know or what you
know, whether your wish will be fulfilled or what you will know
when it is fulfilled.

gt11l, though our definition is of the second order, it is
not simply indetsrminate, JFor nelther the desire to know nor know-
ing itselfl are indeterminate. Inaamuch as knowing is determinate,

we could aay that being ia what 1s to he known by true judgments,
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Inasmuch es ths desire 0 know evsr goes beyond actusl inmowlsdige,
we could say thet belag 1s what 15 to be ko by the totslity of
true judgnents, Hence, beingz has, st least, one cherseteristie:
it 18 all-lnclusive. Apert from being thers 1s nothing., Agtis,
being 18 ocmpletely consrete and cormpletely universal, It 15 come
pletely concrete; over and abovs the belng of any thing, theres is
nothing more of thet thing. It 13 completely universsl: apart fro=
the realm of being, there i3 simply nothing,
2. AX UNRESTRICTED NOTICH

One may wondsr just how all-fnclusiwve being is. That wonder
mey be formulated in a varisty of menners. But no matter how it is
formulated, no matter whether it can be formulated, it cen serve
only to show how all-inclusive being ia. For the wonder is inquiry.
It ig the desire to kmow, Anything it can discover or invent, by
that very fact is ineluded in the notion of being. Hence, the af-
fort to estublish that being is not all-inclusive must be self-
defeating; for at the root of all that con be affirmed, at the
rocot of all that can be conceived, is ths pure desire to know; and
it 1s the pure desalire, underlying all judgment and formulation,
underlying all questioning and all deaire to question, that iefinea
its all-s$nclusive objective.

None the less, 1t may not be amiss to 1llustrate this
principle concretely. It will be ssid that there is much we do
not know, No doubt, our ignorance 1s great, but we know that faot
by ralsing questions that we do not answer; and being is defined
not only by the answers ve glve but also by the questions we ask.
Next, it will be said thut there 13 much it would ve futile for

us to try to learn. No doubt, the proximstely fruitful field of




inquiry 1s restricted. But we know that fast by distinguishing
between the guestions we can hope soon to anawer and those that,
a3 yet, we are not prepared to tackle; and heing is defined, not
only by the questions we can hope to answer, but also by the
questions whose anawer we have to postpone.

Thirdly, it will be objected by many that they have no
desire to know averything about everything., Dut how do they know
that they do not already kmow everything shout everything? 1% is
because 50 many questions oan be asked. 'y do they not effestive.
ly will to know everything about everything? Because it i3 30
troublesome to reash even a few anawers that they are completely
d1 sheartened by the prospect of snswering all the questions they
sould ask.

The attack may be made from the opposite flank, The trouble
18 that the definition of being 1a too inclusive, AQuestions can bhe
meaninglsas, illusory, incoherent, illegitimate. Trying to answer
them does not lead to knowledge of anything. Now, no doubt, there
gre mistaken questions that lead nowhere. But mimteken questiona
ere formilated questionsa, Belng has been defined, not as the
objective of formulated queations, but as the objective of the
pure desire to know., Just as that desire 1s prior to any answer
end it itself is not the answer, so too, 1t is prior to eny formu-
lated question and it 1iself i3 not & formulation., Moreover, just
as the pure deaire is the intellligent and rationsl baals from which
we discern between correct and incorrect answers, so also it is the
intslligent and rational basis from which we discern between valid

and mlataken questions. In brief, the pure desire to know, whose
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objeotive is heing, ias the source not only of answers but mlso of
their oriteria, and not only of questions but elso of the grounds
on which they sre sorsened. For it ia intelligent inguiry and
reagonable reflectlion that Jusi as much yleld the right questions
ag the right angwera,

More fundamental miegivings mey arise., If one pleases, one
nay define belng as what 1s to be known thi-ough the totality of
trus judgments, But 13 being really thet? Might it not be some-
thing entirely dif'ferent? 'The questions arise., They may be valid
or mistaken. If they sre mistaken, they ars to be ignored. If
they are valid, then our miggivings are without foundation. For
the baing that might be totally different, turna out to be exact-
ly what we are talking shout. For we ask whether 1t might be; ~
and the being we are talking about, is the bsing we ask about.

Again, might thers not be an unknowable? If the question
i8 invalid, {t is to be ignored. If the question la walld, the al;swor
may be "Yes™ or "No". But the answer, "Yes", would be incoherent,
for then one would be knowing that the unknowable is; and the
angwer, "No", would leave everything knowsbls and within the
range of belng,

Other doubts mey arise, but instead of chesing after them
one by one, it will be hetter to revert to our initial theorem.

Every doubt that the pure desire is unrestricted serves only to
prove that it is unrestricted. If you ask whether X might not
lie bheyond its range, the fact that you ssk proves that X lles
within its range. Or else, If the question is meaningless, inco-

herent, illusory, illegitimate, then X turns out to be the mere




nothing that resulta from aberration in cognitionsl process.

Not only, then, 1s Judgment absplute, not only does it
rest upon a gragp of the unconditioned, not only does reflection
get the dichotomy, Ia it or {s it not? But at the root of cogni.
tional process there is a cool, detached, disinterssted desire to
know and its range 13 unrestricted. Being is the anything and every-
thing that is the objsctive of that desire.

3 A SPONTANEOUS NOTION

If we have explained what we mean by being, we must now ask
what the notion of belng is.

In the firat place, a distinetion has to be drawn between
the spontoneously operative notlion and, on the other hand, theoret.
ioal aoccounts of fta genesis and content. The spontaneously opera~
tive notlon is invarlant; it i3 common to all men; it Lunctions
In the same manner no matter what theoretical accomt of it e man
may come to accept. On the cother hand, theorstiocal accounts of
the ocontent and genesis of the notion sre numerous; thay vary
with philesophic contexts, with the sompleteness of a thinkerts
obgervations, with the thoroughneas of his analysis. Firat, ve
shall give our account of the spontaneously operative notion, and
then we shall add a few notes on other theoreticsl acoowunta of it.

(n the aupposition of our analysis of cogniticnal procesa,
it is enay enough to conclude that the spontensously operative
notion of boing has to be placed in the pure desire to know, For,
firgt of oull, man are apt to agres thet things are, whether or
not we know them and, moreover, that there are meny things thet
ara known only inocompletely or even not at all. The notion of

being, then, extends beyond the known, Secondly, being is known
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in judgment. It is in judgment that we affirm or deny and, until
we are ready Lo affirm or deny, we do not yet know whether or not
any X happens to be. Still, though being is known only in Judging,
the notiocn of bvelng la prior to judging. For prilor to any judgment
there i3 reflection, and reflseetion is formulated in the question,
Is Lt? That question supposges some notion of helng and, strangsly
snough, it 13 prlor to each instance of our knowing beingz. HNot
only then,does the notion of being extend beyond the known but also
it 1s prior to the finsl component of knowing when belng is actually
known, Thirdly, there are objects of thought. I can think of e
horse and, no less, I cen think of a centaur. I can think of the
best avoilable scientific opinion on any subject and, not less, I
can think of all the previous oplnions that in their day were the
best available on the same subject. In one smease, they are all
equivalent, for as long 88 ons is merely thinking, merely consider-
ing, merely supposing, one deals merely with ths conditioned and

it makes no difference whether or not 1ts conditions are fulfilled.
Thinking, then, prescinds from existing. But if it prescinds from
exiating, does it not preseind from being; and if it presocinda from
being, is not all thinking about nothing? The trouble with this
argument is that thinking also prescinds from not existing, If I
think of a centaur or of phlogiston, I preseind from the fact that
they do not exist; hence, if prescinding from existing is preseind-
ing from being, preseinding from non-existence is prescinding from
not being; if pressinding from being proves that I am thinking of
nothing, then prescinding from not being proves that I am thinking
of something.

Now this type of conasideration has led many thinkers
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to suppose that being 18 cne thing and exlisting is another, that

horses and centeurs, slectrons and phlogiston, equally are, but
horses and eleotrons exlat while centaurs and phlogiston do not
exist, S5till that conclusion does not satisfy the facts, for apart
from the oddity of msserting that the non~existent 1is, thers is

the oversight of the dynamism of cognitional process, In a sense,
thinking pressinds from existing and not existing, fer 1t is not
thinking but Judging thot determines whether or not anything exista.
In another gense, thinking does not prescind from existing and not

sxlating, for thinking ls purposive; we think to get our concepts

straight; we wish to get our concepts straight that we may be able
to judge; so far from prescinding from exlsting end not existing,
thinking {s for ths purpose of determining whether or not what is
thought does oxist,

It followa that the notion of being goes be-
yond the merely thought, for we ask whether or not the merely
thought exists. No lems, 1t follows that the notion of belng is
prior to thinking, for were it not, then thinking could not be for
the purpoge of judging, for the purpose of determining whether or
not tho merely thought exists., The notlon of being, then, im prior
to conception and goes beyond ii; emd it is prior to Judgment and
goss boyond it. That notion must be the immanent, dynamio orienta-
tion of cognitional process. It must be the detached and unres-
tricted desire to know aa operative in cognitional process. Desir-
ing to know 1a desiring to know being; but it is merely the deaire

ond not yet knowing. Thinking is thinking being; it is not thinke

ing nothing; but thinking being 1s not yet knowlng it. Judging is

B complate inerement in knowing; if correct, it is & knowing of
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baing; but 1t 13 not yet knowlng being, for that is ettained only
through the totality of correct judgmenta,

$ti11, how can an orientation or & desire be named a
notion, A fontal eye 1o orientated towards seeing, but a fostal
eye does not see and 1t has no notion »f seeing; a notlon arises
only in so far as understanding discerns futurs funetion in pre-
sent structure, Hunger 1s orientated towards food and eating; it
is & desire; it lles within empirlcal conaciouaness; but a notion
erlses only In go far as the orientation of hunger is understoocd,
Purposive human actlon ia orlentated towards some end or product;
cognitional elements provide the rule and guide of such action;
but the cognitional elements are prior tc the sction; they are
conatituted, not by the astion Iitself, but by the planning that
precedes it,

It remains that none of these instances is exsmctly parallel

0 the relation betwoen the deaire to know and cogaitional pro-

oess. ror the desird to know is not unoonseious, as is the foetal
eye, nor empirically consolous, sag8 i3 hunger, nor a consequence
of intellectual knowledgs, ac are deliberation and choice. The
desirs to know 1s consclous intelligently and rationally; it is
inquiring intelligence and reflesting reasonableness. 3imply as
desira, it is orientation without, as yet, involving any oogni-
tional content or notion. Still intelligence, as obverse, looks
for the intelliglble, as reverse, Reasonableness, as obverss,
looks for the grounded, as reverss. More fundamentally, the look-
ing for, the desiring, the Inquiring-and-reflecting is an obverse
that Intelligently and raetionally heads for an unpestricted objeot.

ive named being., Were that heading unconseious, there would be an




orientatlion towards being but there would be no desire to know
being and no notion of belng. Were thnt heading empirically con-
sclous, there would be an orientation towards being and a felt
desirs to know being, but there would be no notion of being, In
fact, the heading is intelligent and rationnl, and so there is
not only an orientation towards being, not only & pure desire to
know being, bul also 2 notion of belng.

Lat us try to cateh this notion, this intention of being,
in the act. We speak of abstractlon, and commonly we mean & direce
tion of attention to some agpects of the given with a concomitant
neglect of other aspeots. The geometer considers the circle as a
plene fizure obeying & certuin rule; he diarega?da tho slze, the
solor, the inexactitude of the figure he draws or imngines; still
nore 80 does he disregard other and more loosely connscted agpects
of the given.. But that i3 not all., Ils disregards all other quese
tions in geometry, all other departments of mathematiss, all other
fields of secience, all other human ocoupations te which he could
turn his hand. He considers only tho oirdle, Hs abstracts from
sverything elas. MHe does so intelligently, for though ths objeat-
ive of hia deaire i1 unrestricted, still he can move towarda 1t
only by concentrating on ons element at 8 time. Again, as intelli-
gence abstracts, so reflestion prescinds. If I om to judge whether
or not, this is a typewritsr, I have to prescind from all that is
not relevant to that issuwe., I have to know all that is relevant.
I£ T were a relativiat, I would have to know the universe to know
all that is relevant to that single Judgment. Even though I am not

a relativist, oven though I £find that many conditioned proposi-
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tions become wirtually unoconditioned on the fulfilment of a
manageable number of conditions, still this restriotfon of the
relavant 1s accompanied by an acknowledgment of s universse of
irvelevancles.

Finally, as intelligence concentrates on the migni
ticant to abstract from all else, as reflsction concentrates on
the relesvant to presoind from all else, so further quest.ions end
further iasues arise neither as u surprise nor es a new beginning.
The abatracting and the preseinding were provisional; they were
only moments in a larger process. Nor ia that larger procesy mere-
ly the objeet of {ntrospeoctive mnalysis, Immanent within it end
operative of it liea an intelligent nnd rationel conseicusness
that unrestrictedly intends a correspondingly unrestristed objest-
ive named being, or the all, or everything about everything, or the
conorete universe. Just as the notion of the intelligible is in-
volved in the actual functioning of intselligence, just as the notion
of the grounded is involwed in the asctual fimetioning of reason-
ableness, so the notion of being is involved in the unrestricted
drive of inquiring intelligence und reflecting reasonsblenass.,

4. Al ALL-PERVASIVE NOTION

Honce 1% 1s thot the notlon of heing is all-pervasive. It
underpins 8ll cognitional contents. It penetrates them all, It
conatitutes them aa cognitional,

It underpins all cognitional contents., without the purse
desire to know, mensitive living would remain in its routins of
perception and conation, instinet and habit, emotion and action,
What breaks thut eircuit and releases intellectual actiwity is the
wonder Aristotle described as the begimning of all sclence and

philosophy. But that wonder is intelligent inquiry. It selects
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date for insight and by thet selecting it underpins even the empirical

component in our knowing, Still moxe obviously sl] ideas and all
concepts are responses to the desire to understand, and sall judg-
ments ore responses 1o the demand for the uwnconditioned.

Secondly, the notion of belng penetrates sll cogniticnal
sontents. It 1g the supreme hewrlstic notlon., Prior to every
content, it ia the notion of the to-he-lmown through thet content.
As each content emerges, the "to~be=known through the content”
passes without residue into the "known through thot content".
Some blank in universal anticlpation is filled in, not merely to
end thot element of antlcipation, but mlso to make the filler a
part of the anticipated. lience, prior to all answera, the notion
of belng is ths notion of the totality to be kanown through all
answerd., Bul, onee all answera are reached, the notion of being
beconmes the notion of the totality known through all answers.

Thirdly, the notion of being constitutes all contents asg
cognitional. Fxperlencing le only the firat level of knowing; it
presents the matter to be knovn, Understanding is only the second
level of knowing; 1t defineas the matter to be known., Kaowing
reached a complete incremsnt only with Judgment, oaly when the
merely experienced has been thought snd the merely thought hag
beon affirmed. But the inorement of knowing 1s always conmpleted
in the same fashion. Experience ia a kaleidoseopic flow. Ohjects
of thougzht are &s various as the inventiveness of humen intelli-
gence, But the contribution of judgment to owr knowing is ever a
nere "Yes" or "Ho", a mers "iag" or "is not". ExXperience is for

inquiring into being. Intelligense 1s for thinking out belng.




But by judgment being is known, and in judgment what is known is
known &8 being., Henoce knowing is knmowing being, yet tha known is
never mere baing, just as judgnent is never a mere ™Yes" gpart from
any queation that "Yes" anaweras,

B THE GORE 0F HEANING

As the notion of being underpins all contents, end pens-
trates them, and constitutes them as cognitional, 8o also it is
the cors of meaning.

Distinguish 1) sources of meaning, 2) acts of meening, 3)
terms of meaning, and 4) the oore of meaning.

Any element of knowledgs may serve as a source of meaning,
Henee, sourocss of meaning ineclude daota and {images, fides=s and oon-
septa, the grasp of the unconditioned and Judgment and, no less,
the detached and unrestricted desire %o know,

Acts of meaning are of three kinds. ‘hey are 1) formal, 8)
full, 3) instrumental. The formal act of mesning is sn act of aon-
ecelving, thinking, considering, defining, supposing, formulating,
The full act of meaning is an act of Judging. The kustruwmental ect
of meaning i3 the implaomantation of a formal or of a full act by
the use of worda or symbols in e apoken, written, or merely imagined
utterance.

Terms of meaning are whataver is meant. They are formal or full.
Formal terms of meaning are what 18 conselved, thought, considersd,
defined, supposed, formulated. [full terms of meaning are what is
affirmed or denied.

Now the all-inclusive term of meaning is being, for apart
from being there is nothing. Iaversely, the cors of all aots of

meaning is the intention of being.




Thus, any given judgment pertanlns to & context of judg~
ments, and it is from the oontext that the meaning of the given
Jjudgnent is determined. But why is tho meaning of the glven Jjulg-
ment a function of a context of other judgnents? Beoeuse eny judg-
ment i3 but an increment in s whole nemed knowledge; becuuse the
meaning of the judgment is but an alement 1ln the determination of
the universnl intention of being.

Agaln, judgments may bve true or folse. The true judgment
affirmg what i and denies what is not. In the trus judgment there
i3 harmony between what is intended and what ia meant, But in the
false judgment there is confliet between intention and meeninz.
The false judgment es a judgment lntends belng; it intends to
affirm what 1s and to deay what is not. But the false Judgment as
false i3 & Tallure to carry out 1ts intention as & judgment. It
affirmg what is not and denies what is. It meana not what is but
only what would be, were it not fmlse but true; again, in its
negative form, it means, not what is not, but whet would not be,
were 1t not false but true.

Perhaps it is this internal conflict thnt hes led some to
the conclusion thut a false judgment is mesningless. But such a
conclusion seems astoundingly false. WWere the false judgment
meaningless, thers would be nothing to be false. Ths false judg-
nent iy false precisely because 1t means a state of affairs that
is the opposite of the state one intends to affirm, namely, the
state that truly is.

On the level of conceptlon there 1s & similar but leas

gonsploucus econtrast betwesn meaning end its aore, which is the
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intention of being. Horsss and uricorna, elestrons and phlogiston,
mey be equelly valld aa formal terms of meanlng. One can suppose
them, or consider them, or define them, and thet 13 all that is
required of the formal term of meaning. Still, horases and electrona
gseam preferable as formal terms to unicorns and phlogiston, Ab-
solutely, one oan think of the latter, but there is something idle,
gomething supsrfluous, something futile about such thinking. The
reagon for this 1s thut thinking is & moment in the unfolding of
the pure desire to know; though the thought as thought i3 merely
a formal term of meening, though the wnicorn ia just as valid a
formal term as ig the horse, 3till wai do not morely think. Our
thinking is purposive. It 1is a tentative determination of the allm=
inoclusive notion of being, It not mersly thinks the object of thought
but also anticipates ths obJject of judgment. It not merely means
the Formal term of meaning but aslso looks ahead to the full term.
Because the unicorn and phloglaton are known to be unsuooeasiul
determinations of being, they are formel terms In which the core
of meaning, the intention of belng, has bscome ualnterested,
Finally, io view of the prevalence of empiriclst theoriss
of meaning, o few words mey be added on instrumental acts.
Ordinary instrumental acts, such as apoken or written words or
symbols, offer no speclsl interest. Bul the empiricist emphasizes
ostensive acts, such as demonstrative pronouns and adjectives and,
of sourae, gestures, The reagon for this emphusis may be readily
grasped 1f one distinguishes between the function of gestures ln

any theory of meaning end tho function gestures acquire in virtue
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of empiricist affirmations, In eny theory of mesning an ostensive
act i3 an instrumental act of meaning; 1t presupposes formsl or
full acts of meaning, inasmuch as one knowa what one means; and
it refexrs to formal or full terina of meaning, ilnagmuch as all
meening refers to a meant. Agein, in any theory of meaning the oa-
tengive act 1s operative inasmuch mg it succseds in drawing onother-
*s attention to a sensible source of meaning, go that by drawe
ing on that source, by understending, end by reflscting he may
reach the sppropriate formal or full term of meaning that ia
meant . But in empirisist opinion the ostensive act has a third
funetion; for the empiricist identifies the walid field of full
terns of meaning (i.e. the universe of being) with the range of
gensille presentations; ience, for the empiriciast, the ostensive
ag¢t not merely indleates a source of meaning but also a full term
of meaning. Yhether or not this empirieist modification of the general
theory of meaning is correct, will depend on the question whether
or not the set of propositions tlut enuncinte empiricism are to be
pronounced true or false.

B, A PUSTLING HOTIQN

Before going on to consider other accounts of tlhe notion of
being, it will be well to deal with a series of puzzles that seen
to have a common root. Just ag other concepts, the notion of bheing
is repregented by instrumental acts that are the nawe, beiug, and
the verb, to be. By mistoken analogy it 13 inferred thut the notion
of being resembles concepts in their other aspects. But, in fact,
the notion of being 13 unique; for it 1s the core aof all scts of

meanings and it underpina, penotrates, and goes beyond all othsex
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sognitional contents. Hence, 1% 13 idle to characterize the notion
of being by sppealing to the ordinary rules or laws of concep-
tion. Vhat has to be pgrasped, is ita divergence from suoh rules and
laws and, to descend to details, a series of questions will be
briefly considered,

Pirat, does the notlon of being result from the expression
or formulotion of an act of understanding?

Other concepts result from some insight either into the use
of thelr names, or into things-for-us, or into things-themselves,
The notlon of being penetrates all other contents, and so it is
present in the formulation of every concept. It cannot result from
an insight into being, for such an insight would be an understanding
of everything about everything, and such understanding we have not
attained. It is, as hes been gaid, the orientation of intelligent
and rational consciousness towards an unrestricted objective,

Secondly, has the notion of belng an essoncs, or is it
an essence?

As other concepta result from scts of understanding, as
acta of understanding consist in grasping what, from some view-
point, i3 essential, other conoepts are essences. Woreover, as
other c¢oncepts are complete prior to the question for reflestion
that aska whether or not any such sssence 1s, other concepts are
merely oessences and prescind from existence or actuallity. But the
notion of being does not result from an understanding of being; 1t
doss not rest on the grasp of what from some viewpoint is essent-

iel; and so the notion of being is not the notion of scme essencae,
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Further, the notion of being remeins incomplete on the level of
intelligence; 1t moves conception forward to questions for refleq=-
tion; it moves beyond single Judgments to the totality of ocorrect
Judgnments; and so it does not preseind from existence and actual-
ity.

Thirdly, can the notlon of belng be defined?

It eannot be defined in any ordinary manner, for it under-
pias and penetrates und goes beyond the content of every defini-
tion. iowever, Lt does possess certain definite characteristics.
For it regards the unrestricted objeactive of our knowing, the con-
erete universe, the totality of all that 1s. Moreover, it is
deterninate lnaamuch es the structure of our knowing is detormine
ate, und so ii can be defined, at a second remove, by saying that
it refers Lo all thut cen be known by intelligent gragp and reason=
able affirmation, On the other hand, such definition does not
gettle whieh questions are appropricte to our knowing or which ane
gwers are correct. It loaves the materialist free to cluim that
to be is to be material. Equally, It allows the empirloist to
¢laim that to be 13 {o be e;periencad. tize ideallst to Insist
that to be i3 to be thought, the phenomenallst to explain that
to be is to appear, and so forth.

Fourthly, how can one notion have such diverse meanings?

Because it is determinate only at a second remove. The
notion of being 1s the notion of what is to be determined by cor-
rect judgments. If the strategie correct judgments are that matter
oxists and nothing but metter exists, then the muteriamlist is

right. If the strategic correct judgments ars that there is
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appearande and nothing but sppearance, then the phenomenslist {ia
right, Similarly, if the propositions enuncisting other positions
are correct, then being is as such posltions deolara.. The notien
of belng does not dstermine which position is correct; it merely
determines that the intelligently grasped and reasonadbly affirmed
i3 being,

Fifthly, has the notion of being any presuppositions or
properties?

Other goncepts are determinate easences and se they have
presupposltions and implications, If ¥ is not an animel, then X
is not a man, ETL L in # mnn, then { is mortal, But the notion of
being is not the notion of some esssnca. It bocomes determined
only as corrgct judgments are made, nnd it reaches itg fuall deter-
mination only when the totality of correct judgments are made,
Howaver, the making of Judgments 13 o determinate progesa, and
one does not have to make all judgmonts to grasp tho nature of
that prooess. It 13 this fact thot makes cognitional theory a
bage of operations for the dstermination of the genersl structure
of the sonarets universe,

Sixthly, i3 the notion of being univoecal or analogous?

Gondapts are #aid to bs univocul when they have the sume
meaning in all epplicetions, and they are said to be analogous
when their meaning veries systematically as one moves from one
field of epplication to another. The notlon of being may be named
univoeal {nesmuch as it underpins &ll other contents; Tor in that

reapect it is the one desire to know nnd it regerds one unres-




tricted objective that 1s the oonerete universe. Again, the notion
of belng may be named snalogous inaamuch as it penetrates all

obher contents; in this faghion 1t ia3 seid that esae viventium

est vivere; the being of living things is being alive. Finally,
the notion of being moy be said to be neither univoeal nor ana-
logous, for this distinetidn regards concepts, while the notion
of being both underpins ond goes beyond other gontents, It may
be noted, howaver, that what frequently enough is meant by the
analogy of boing ls preclsely whet we pean by saying thut the notion
of being underpins, penetrates, and gees beyond other contents.

3eventhly, 1a the notion of veing nbstract?

fFor & notlon to be abatract 1t must possess a determinate
content and abstrect from other contents, The notion of being
gbstracts {rom nothing whatever. It i3 all-inolusive. Its content
1g determined by the totality of correct judgmenis.

lHowever, there is a atill larger tobtality of possible
Judgments; within 1t there sre strategic ssts that serve to def'ine
the general vharacter of the conerele universe in accord with
the varying viewpolnts of difforent philosophiss, Such strategle
sets hove alrendy been illustrated, e.g., there i3 matter and
nothing but matter, or there is appssrance and nothing but appesr-
ance, or there 1s thought und nothing bubt thought, or thu striucture
of our knowing is detorminate and so the structure of being pro-
portionate to our knowing is determinate.

Now in virtue of such stratugic seis of judgments 1t is
poasible to distinguish between the general character of the

concrete univeras, and, on the other hand, the coucrete universe

o )
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in all i{ts detsnils. Clearly enouzh, a determination of the gen-
eral character of the concrete universe is an abstract view of
being, for it considers not the whole of being 58 o whole but the
whole of belng as fixed by some strateglo part or aspect.

In this fashion one reaches a genersl meaning for the
phrase, beingz as being., Bub to determine what belng na being i
in eny particulser philosophy, ons has to examine the strateglo
Judgaents of thot philosophy; ond to determine what is the correct
meaning of being as belng, cne hes to exumine the strategle judge
ments of the sorroct philoscphy. ‘

Tighthly, is ths notion of belng & genus or species or
difference?

Inasmuch as the notion of being 1is prior to all other
sognitional contents, it ia like o genus awaiting division by
the wddition of difference. But inasmuch as the notion of being
anticipstes, penetrates, and includes all other contents, it
differs from the genus, which i3 a datefminuta content guite dis~
tinet Prom the content of ita differences. Thus, being can be
divided into red, green, and blue beings; and color c¢an be divide
od Into rel, greecn snd bluo colord, Bubt the congept of red hus
a content or elaement of content absent in the eoncept of color,
and so it dilfermntiates the genus by adding to it from without,
0n the other hand, the concept of red has no content and no ele-
ment of content absent in the notion of being; it camnot differente
iate belng by wdding to ik from without for, without being,

apart from being, there is simply nothing., Flnally, the notion
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of belng not only undarpins and penetrates all other contentsa but
also complements them inasmuch g3 the "Yea" of judgmont constitutes
thea aa actually uneonditioned ond so endows theln with an actual
objegtive referanse,

Hinthly, when one thinks without as yet judging, either
one 1s thinking of lelng or of nothings If one is tihinking of
being, then one does not need to Judge in order to know being.

If one {s thinking nof nothing, then all thonght must be ildentlosl,
for it always deals with the seme nothing.

When one thinks, concelves, conasiders, supposes, or defines,
one does so with respect to belng. Ience we accepi the first alterm
native. hat one thinka of, is being, 3till, to think of being is
one thing; to know being is snother. To think of being is to oper-
ate on tas gecond level of cognitional proeess; it 1s to e on
the way towards a complete lnorement of knowing; but 1% is not to
heve reached anything more than a partial increment that can he
completed only by judging.

Tenthly, the notion of being is the notion of the comncrete
universge. Bub universal propositiona are abstract and, none tihe
less, they may be affimted in judgment, Nither, then, judgment is
not about being, or else being is not soncrete.

The notion of bsing 1s the notion of the oonerete in the
same manner as it is of the universe, It is of the universe be-
cause questions end omly when thers is nothing more to be asked,

It is of the concrete, becmise until the concrete is reachad, there
remain further questions. ience, it is not the single judgment

but the totallty of correot judmments that equates with the cone-
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ereto universe that 13 heing.

The problem of the univeraal proposition may be met by
distinguishing between the formal und the materisl sspects of the
anslytic proposition. Formally an analytic proposition is 1) a
conditinned, 2} linked to its conditions by the lawa governing the
coslesgence of the partial instruwmnental meanings of words into the
complete inatrumental meaning of the sentence, and $) having its
conditions fulfilled by the meanings or definitiona of the words
1t omploys. Materially analytlo propositions differ inammuch as the
terns and relations employed 1) may be known 4o cccur in con-
arote judgments of faect, 2} may not be known to ocecur la con-
ecrote judgments of fact, or 3) may be known not to oceur in col-
eraete judgnents of fact.

Fornslly every analytlc proposition regards the goncrete
universs inaanuch as ayntaetical luws are factusl aspects of the
coulescence ol pertlal into complete inetrumentel meanings. idoter-
ially asome analytlc propositions regard the concrete universe
elther in fact, us in the filrst case, or tentatively, as in the
second.
7e TIEORIES 01 Tifll NOTION O0F BEING

A distinetion has been drawn bstween the spontanecusly
operative notion of being, common to all men, and thaoretical
accounts of that notlon, which diffser from one phiilosophy to
another., Our own theorstical account has been given, it remains
thot further clarifications be sought be contrasting it with
gone of the views thut have been proposed by others.

For Parmenides, Béiug was one, without origin or end, homo=-

gensous and indivisible, immoveble and unchangeable, full and

)
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gpherical. BSese F.M.Cornford, Plato and Parmenided, London, 1939. pp.28 ff

The genesis of this position would seem to be as followa.
Parmenides gliminated the alternative of blank negation, and so
was left with the alternative of affirming. Affirmation may be
reasonably grounded, aad then it is the day o 'Truth, or it may
lack ressonable grounds, and thea it is tae isy of Seeming. Par-
menides arrived at his notion of beiny by following the way of
Truth.

What does the choloe of reasonable affirmation imply being
to be? If one accepts any affirmation, one hes algo to acoept the
correct statement ol the mesning, supposicions, and conseyuences
of that affirmatlon. Every judgment stands in noed of a confext,
and without effirming the context the arfirmatlon of the initial
Judgnent loses its meaning. Thus, reasonable affirmation has to be
the alfirmation of s set of judgmenta, which form & aingle whols,
and g0 the affirmed is a corresponding single whole.

Yhet 1s this single whole that is affirmed to be? The pro-
per angwer is to set to work inquiring and refleoting with ruspect
to the whole of experience. The whols to be known corresponds to
the totaslity of correct judigments. But Parmenides took a shorter
route. lle did not advert tuv the fast that being admits no more
than a definition of the aecond order. ile treated the notion of
being ag though 1t were a concept lilke "man" or "oirele". ile
supposed that it wag a determinate essence with determinate suppo-
sitlons snd determinate consequences. Becouse being is, 1L eannot
be not-being, nor vecoming, nor ceasing to bs. Inversely, neither

not-~being nor hecoming nor ceasing to be are being, and so they
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must be nothing. Again, being cannot be differentiated; what
differs from belniy, is not being; and what {s not being, is noth~
ing. Agaln, since there are no differences within belng, there oan
be no motion or change within belng, Flanlly, emptiness, the vold,
i1 nothing; being is not nothing, and go it camnot be emptiness;
therefore, 1t is full., Ete. 4 o+ » &

Plato's Forms were pre¢jections into a noetic heaven of
what trenscends ordinary, sensitive experience. The Forms, then,
are the ideal objectivec of 1} mesthetic experience, 2] the in.
sights of the mathemetician and physiciat, &) the unconditioned of
roflective undorstonding, 4) woral sonsclence, and §) intelligent-
1y sand reagonably purposive living., 'They are a confused bag and,
as it geems, the Pamienides marks the turming point in which the
necessity of drawing distinction and setting up a more compre-
hensive theory becomes evident,.

In the Bophistes the philosopher is described as heading
through rational discourse for the Idea of Being (254 a). It is
acknowledged that the isolation of each Feorm from all the othors
would sliminate the possibility of discourse which lies in the
conjunction of distinet Forms or categorien {259 8), There is,
then, a commingling or participation among the Forms {259 a) and
there is & ¥orm of Not-heing just a3 much as of the Ureant or the
Pair (208 ¢).

The inadequecy of this posiition lies in {ts failure to
distinguish between the level of intelligence and the level of ra-
flection. #ithout thet distinction, the unconditioned of Judgment
1s surreptitiously attributed to mere objects of thought to trens-

form them into eternal Forms and, inversely, the "is" snd 'ia not"
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by which judgment posiits the unconditioned can have & moaning
only 1 they too are supposed to be Forms, Thers results an
aggregate of Forus, each radieslly and eternclly distinet from
&ll the others. OGtill they are to be reaoched only turough rational
discourse, and if discourse is to refer to them, then there must
be a commingling on thelr part to correspond to the synthetic
elements in discourge. Vhat i3 this commingling of distinet Forms?
It would seen better, before trying to answer so difficult a
question, to getermine whether or noy ithe question really arises.
In fact, wo would a&rgue, it does not, Until Judgment is reached,
the incremont of knowlung ia incomplete. DBefoxe judgment 19 reached,
the synthetlc elenent 1s already present in knowlng. All thet judg-
ment adds to the question for ref'lection iz the "Yes" or "No", the
"ia" or "id not". Whet 19 affirmed or denied may be & asingle pro-
position or the whols set of propoesitions consiitutlve of s
hypothesis, for elther nay be regurded as conditioned and elther
may be grasped &8s virtually wiconditioned. Judgment, then, id not
B aynthesis of Lerms bui the unconditioned pogiting of such a
gynthesis. Oorresponding to judgment there ig not a synthesls of
Forms bul the gbsolute of fact. Platonism I1s magnificent in ita
devotion to the pure desire to know. 3ub its failure to grasp the
nature of judgment resulted in a deviation Irom the concrste uni-
verse of fact to an 1deal heaven,

Aristotle clung to the Platonist definition of judgrent as
a syathesis {gophistes 263; Ds Anims IXI, 6, 430a, 26). Still, he

distinguished gharply between queations for latslligence {What is
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{t? Why is it so?) and questions for refleotion (Is 1t? Ia it s0?)
(Post.Anal., IX, 1, 88b 22ff) with the result that he had e sene
and olear-heeded respect for fact without reaching its exact im-
plications, lle would not have agreed with the empiricist wh
places fact, not in the virtually unconditioned, but in the sen-
gible fulfilment through which the conditloned becomes grasped

as unconditioned. But you would put him a (uestion he had not
adequately oonsidered, if you asked him whether the virtually un-
gonditioned was a third component in our knowing or, on the othexr
hand, merely a rubber-stomp of approval attached to the conceptusl
unifiostion of i1ts senaible and intelligible components.

This unresolved embiguity appeara both In his methodology
and in his metaphysics. For him the supreme question was the ?
question of existence. 3till it waa e question that was already
answersd in descriptive knowing; that anawer hed to be presupposed
in the search for explanation; and the funotion of explanation was
simply to determine what thinpgs are mnd why they have the pro-
perties they possess, The intrinsically hypothetical character of
explanation and its need of a further, verjifying judgment of
existence were overlooked. Agaln, Aristotle asks, what being 1s,
That question expresses the demend for understanding, for know-
ladge of the cause. Quite neturally, Aristotle answsers that the
cause of being 18 its immenent form (Met. Z. 17}. Primarily, being
15 whaet is constituted by a substantial form or, on second thoughts,
by the combination of substantial form and matter. Secondarily,
being is what is constituted by accidentol forma; "white™, "heat”,

"gtrength" ars not nothing though they are not simply what 1s
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meant by being. Agailn, being is the collestion of existing aub-
gtances with thelr properties and incidentsl modifications; but
though being denotes the fastuelly existaent, still existing is
no nore than the reallty of subatantial forms along with their
mainly immanent suppositions and consequences, (lee 3. Mansion,

L,e jugement d'exlstence chex Aristote, Louvain-Paris 1946; T,

Owens, The Doctrine of Belng in Aristotle's Metaphysises, Toronto

Pontifical Institute of Medimeval Studies, 1951.

Quite plalnly this position 1s golng to zive rise to & pro-
blen of the unity of the notion of being. sristotle broke with
his Parmenidean and Platonist entecedents by identifying belng with
the conorete universe as, in faect, 1t is known to be, Butb Aristotle
did not breok with thelr supposition that the notion of being was
a oonceptual content. ile asked what being is, In other words, hs
supposed thet being ls some conceptual content snd he demanded
what aet of underatanding osccurred prior to the formulation of
thet content. But, as we have seen, being can be defined by us only
indirectly, and so Aristotle was unasble to assign any specific act
of understanding that resulted in the conceptual content of belng.
However, the conspicuous typs of acts of understending ia the
insight that grasps intelligible form emergent in sensible data;
and so Aristotle assligned the ontologlesl prinelple, form, as the
ground of being in things and the cognitional act of grasping
form we the insight from which originates the conceptual content,
being.

In thig fashion, mediimeval Scholmstioiam inherited a pro-

blem. Is the notion of being one or is it many? If it is ons,
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is 1ts unity the unity of a single content or 13 1t the unity of
a function of variable contents?

Henry of Gheat gseems to have held that the unity of being
is merely the unity of a name. God is and I am, In both gases,
being is affirmed. But the realities affirmed are simply dispsrate.

Duns 3ootus contended that, besides the unity of the name,
there is also a unity of content. If no part or aspect of you is
by 1dentity 3 part or aspect of me, still nelther of us is nothing.
There is, then, some minimal concephual content that positively
oonatitutes what is expressed negatively by the negation of
nothing. W%What it 18, ocannot be declared by appealing to other posi-
tive contents, for it Is one of the ultimate atoms of thought; 1t
is simply simple. Stlll one can approach it by noting that
Soorates supposes men, men supposes animal, arimal supposes 1liv-
ing material substance, and substance suppoges a something that
is even less determinate and less exclusive. The concept of being
is the concept with least connotation and greatest denotation,
Moreover, 1t is esgentially abatract. What it denotes, is never
Just being, but elther the infinite or some finite mode of being,
where the mode is to be viewed not as some further and distinet
ocontent but rather as an intrinsic variation of baslie, indetermin-

ate content. {See A,B.Wolter, The Transcendentals and their

Function in the Metaphysics of Dunsa Scotus, fashington, Catholic

University of America, 1946; A, Mare, L'Idbe de 1'8tre chez saint

Thomes et dans la scolastique posterieure, Arch. de Phll. X, 1933,

31.-49),
Thomas de Vio Caletanus was no pore aatisfied with the
Sootist view, than Scotus himeslf had besn satisfied with that of

Henry of Ghent., If a single name without a single meaning will not

T
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do, nelther will a single neaning that as single seems restricted
to the order of thought. Accordingly, Cajetan worked out his
theory of the unity of a Tunction of varisble contents, Just as
"double" denotea indifferently the relation of 2 to 1, 4 to 23,
6 to 3, and so forth, so "heing" denotes indiffereatly the pro-
portion of esserice to existence or, as we might say, the propor-
tion between what 1s formulated by thought and what 19 added to it
by ludgment. On this position the notion of belng always lncludes
some conceptual content but it mey include any; again, being in
act will never bs known without some affirmative Judgment, but the
affirmation 1s never mere affirmation nor the affirmation of an indeter-
minate content: 1t is slways the affirmation of some deter-
minate content, and any sff{irmable, determinate content will do.
In brief, Cajetan can grent that atomic conceptual contents are
many and disporate; he can deny the Scotlst view that there is
some compon factor, some positive counterpart of "not nothingn,
of absolutely unlversal denotation; and yet by his theory of the
unity of a funetion of vardisble contents, he can possess not only
a single name, Deing, and & single notion of being, but also a single
notion that 1s spplicable to anything thet in faet, 1s known to
exiat, (A.Marc., Op. cit. §0-66).

It 1s to be noted that, if Scotus stands for the Parmeni.
dean and Platonist suppositions from which Aristotle did not free
himself, Cajetan standa for the main orientation of Aristotelian

thought but suwoceeds in doing so only by going beyond it. If

" goncaptusl contents are products of sots of understanding that

grasp Torms emergont In sensible presentations, one may well ox-

pect such contents to be a {lsparate multiplicity. Hsnce,




601

Aristotle answersed the guestion, Whnt 1s being? not by sasigi-
ing & conceptuml content but by anssigning the ground of being in the
general object of understanding, form. Since forms sre meny, it
follows thet the ground of belng 13 a variable; further, it follows
thet 1f the notion of being is to be one, then its unity will
have to be the unlty of o function of variable contenta., 'hat,
then, are the variables within the single function? One of thenm is
form, At first aight, the obvious candldate for the other 1s
matter. 3till, if it were sclected, 1t would follow that Aristotle*s
immaterial substance would not belong to¢ the univerae of being.
To maintsin the Aristotelisn position in its integrity, it was
necessary to make the second varlable the virtuslly uncondltioned
grasped by reflsctive wnderstending and affirmed in judgment;
this 1n the genersl casgs iz existence, actuality, fact, that cone
bines with pure form or the compound of form and matier to con-
stitute a being in act,

Brilliant as it 1s, Cajetan's position has {ts shortoomings.
It envisagos an aggregete of conerstie beings each of which

is constituted by essence and existence. It offers as the wnity

”\1 of the notion of bvelng thw relmtion or proportion of what 13 con-
ceived to its being affirmed, Dut it does not elucidate how that

relation emerges in our knowledge ss a single notion; and it
givea no clue to acoeount for the fact that by "being", we meon,
not only this and that being, but sverything, totality, the unl-

& ' verse. In brief, Cajetan seems to have been more interested in

explaining the unity of the notlon of being than the notion itsslf.

To complote Cajetan's position, it 1a necessary to go bank

to his master, St Thomas Aquinas. For Aquinas, as for Aristotle,

..........
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human intellect is & potential omnipotence, a potens omnis fucers

et fierl. But Aquinas could exploit that affirmation in a menner

that would have startled Aristotle,

First, he recognized an unreatricted desire to know. As
goon as we learn of God's exlstence, we wish to underatand Hia
nature. To achieve such understanding is beyond the power of our
natural cspacity, vet in such achievement lies our spontaneously
desired beatitude. (I, 12, 1, ff,; I-II, 3, 8; 5,5).

Secondly, the unresgtrictednsss netive to intellect grounds
the affirmeation thet the objeet of intellect has to be being.

Beoause intellect is potens omnia fieri, its object is ens, (I, 79,

7, ¢}, Being and everything are equivalent notions,

Thirdly, for the seme reason, an intellect fully in act
must be infinite and unoreated act. Any created intellect must {n
gome manner be potential, and our intellects start from a zero
of potentiality. {1, 79, 2 c. gg, 11, 98).

Fourthly, none the less, being is per se and naturally
known tn usthg. II, 83, #1) and it camnot be unknown to us, (De
Ver. 11, 1, 3m). Avicenna had interpreted Aristotle's ament in-
tellect as some aseparate immateriel substance. Aquinas found 1t
immanent within us; the light of intelligence, which is in us,
performs the functions Aristotle attributed to agent intellect,
and, moreover, Aristotle ocompared agent intelleot to a light.,
(CG.IT, 77, #5). Augustine had advanced that our knowledge of truth
origlnated, not without but within us, yet not simply within us,

but in some 1lluminstion in which we consulted the  eternal




grounds and norms of things. Aquinos explained that we consult the
eternal ground and norms, not by teklng a look at them, but by
having within us & light of intelligence that is e ¢oreated parw
tieipation of the eternal and uncreated lLight. (1,34, 5, c.}

Fifthly, though being is naturally known, thoygh our in-
tellects are oreated participations of uncrested lipght, still,
thers 13 no valid ontologlecal argument for the exlstence of God
(I, 2, le.). God's knowledge of being is a priori; He is the aot of
understanding that grasps everything sbout everything; bhut we
sdvance towards knowledge by asking the explenatory queation,

Quid 8it? and the factual question, An sit?

In such positiona it is ensy to discern not only the
Justifisation of Cajetan's thoory of analogy but ulso the elements
which that theory tends to overlook. <*rior to conceptlon and to
Judgment, there i3 the dynamic orientation of intellipgent and
ratlionel consclousness with its unreétricted ohJective. This
orientation is man's capacity to raige questiona and thereby to gen-
erate knowledge, Immanent within man, it 1s a spark o the divine.
fognate to God, still it is knowing, not in act but in sheer
potency., As it is the common root of Intelligent grasp'and renson~
able judgment, 30 also it ig the root of the relation or pro-
portion hetween the conceived essence und the affirmed existence.
Ag its objective is wnrestricted, so it regards not only singls
compounds of essence snd existence but also the universe, totality,
infinity.

It has been noted how Cajetan saves the maln orientetion of
Ariatotelian thought by going beyond it and, though this involves

gtill more metaphyslos, it may be edded how Aquinas does so,

)
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Aristotle agked what being is. But "vhat?" i3 just & disguised
"hy?t What the question reslly aska for {s the ground of being,
snd so Aristotle answered hy indicating subatential form as the
immanent cause of each belny., But asinece his substantial form was
not some unique and separate Platonic Idem, his answer gave rige
to the problem of the wnity of the notlon of belng, How if Aquinas
were Lo ask the same question, his answer would be thut God is the
ground of being; CGod's own belng ls self-explanatory and necessary;
by the Aristotelian theorem of the identity of the knower and known,
God's belng 13 identical with God's understanding; by that single
act of underatanding, Cod understnnds himself, and so he understands
his own power, and so he underatunds all that by that power could
ba produced. God, then, is the act of understanding that grasps
everything about everything. The content of the divice act of
intellect is the idea of being and so, precisely besasusa our in-
tellects are potentiael, they can define being only at a second re-
move a8 whatevear is to be known by intelligent grasp and reasonable
affirmation.

Again, both the position of Cajetan and the position of
Scotus stand within the field sccesasible to the logician. By going
bahind that field to 1ts dynamic besis, one oan find the ground
not only of Cajetan's proportion but alsc of Scotus' minimal con-
tent. What is {t that 15 common to every conceptual content? It 1s
that all are underpinned and penetrated by the purs desire's ine
tention of its unreastricted objective. The 3cotlst notion of belng
is reasched by distinguishing bstween the penetrating intention

of being and the punetrated conceptual content; from instance to
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instance the conceptual content dAiffers; but in every instance,
there is the anticipating, enveloping, penetrating intention, and
that is what the Scotiat alleges to be & common factor in all
contentsa.

St1ll if the intention of being is & common factor in all
conceptual contents, it 1s 8lso a dynamic factor that goes beyond
them. To set aside this dynamism is to nullify not only what lies
beyond the conceptual contents but also the intention of beilng 1it-
self. In & fumouy little treatise, Aquinas had remarked, Hissentle

dieitur secundum qued per eam &% in ea ens hebetlesse, It 1s in

and through esaences that belng has exiatence.’ Hence, being apard
from essence 1g being apart from the posaibility of existence; it
is being that cannot exlst; but what cennot exist is nothing, end
go the notlon of being apart from essence is the notion of nothing,
It will be worth grasping why Scotus felt he sould escape
this conoluasion while llegel felt that he could not avold it,
Seotus felt he could avoid it becsuse he concelved knowing, not
as process that reaches & complete increment in judgment, but as
teking 8 look. When Seotus geparated his notion of being from other
conceptual contents, he also separated thot notion from the possie
bility of judmment. 35t1i11 that seporation did not imply for Scotus
8 geparation from the poasibility of knowing, far he viewed know=-
ing, not as ultimately constituted by judging, but as essentiaslly
a8 matter of looking. He would grant that there was no look ia
which the seen was solely the common content that hs named being.

But he would insist that that oommon content was ineluded in the

=
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objeat of every 1ntellsotual intuition, end still mors would in-
slst that & look at nothiug, sn intuition of nothing, was absurd.
In brief, for the Scotist, being 1s an aapect of the real at whioh
intellect locks; the theory of modes snd the distinction between
quidditetive and denominative being are efforts to blow this as-
pect up to the dimensions of the whole., [or the Thomlist, on the
obher hand, being is the whols of what intelligence anticipates;
i1t 1s the objsctive of un unrestricted, dynamic orientation; it 1a
whatever intelligent gresp and reasonsble affirmation will deter-
mine; and so the notion of being 13 open to all the incomplete and
partial monents from which copnitional process suffers without ever
renouncing its all-inclusive goal.

Flve hundred years ssparate llegel from 3cotus. Ag will
appear from our discussion of the method of metaphysios, that
notable interval of time wes largely devoted to working out in a
variety of manners tie possibilitios of the assumption thet know-
ing consists in teking & look. The ultimate conelusion wam that
it did not and could not. If the reader doss not himself acoapt
that oonclugion as definitive, certainly Hegel did and 8o Hegel
ocould not teke advantage of the Jootlst escape from the identifi-
catlon of the notion of being with the notion of nothing, But
Hegel wasg boxed on the other side as well, He effectively acknow-
ledged a8 pure desire with an unrestricted objective. But he oould
not, identify that objective with a2 universs of being, with a realm
off Paotual existents and occurrenges. i'or being as fact can ha
reached only in s0 far as the virtually unoonditioned is reached;

and as Kant had ignored that sonstitutive ocomponent of Judgment,
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80 Hegel nejther rsdiscovered nor re-sstablished it, The only ob-
Jective Hegel oan offer the pure desire is = universe of all-in
olusive concretensss that 1s devold of the existential, the factual,
the virtunlly unconditlioned. There 13 no reason why such
an objective should be named being. It La, es Hegel named it, an
Abgolute Idea. It 1s the all-inclusive sunmit of the pure desire’'s
immanent dialectical process from position through opposition to
sublation that ylelds & new position to retommence the triadic
process until the Absvlute Idea is reachsd,

Now if the intention thet 1s the pure desirs hes neither
B Ssotist reality on which it oan look btagk, nor a Thomist uni-
vorae of existents, to which 1t ocan look forward, none the less,
in psychologleal fact it underpins and penetrates all conceptual
sontents. It constitutes, then, a common factor in all conceptusl
contents; it can be diatinguished from them, for it is identieal
with none of them; yet, as distinguished from them, it becomes in=-
diastinguishable from the notion of nothisg; for the only ground of
the latter distinction would be thot it locked back or forward
to something.

It 1s interesting to note that, if the Lforegoing succeesds
in Pixing fundamental features of Hegel's thouzht, by that very
fact it shows that on Hegelian griteria, Hegelfanism 13 misteken,
Hegel's System is not afraid of fects; 1t explains any faot allegsd
against 1t by showlng 1t to be a manifeatation of an incomplete
viewpoint {ncluded within the System. !legel's System is not afraid
of contradictions; it explsins any contradiction alleged against

it by revesling what opposed and incomplets viewpoints, accounted
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for by the Syatem, yleld the alleged contradistory terms. The

only thing the System has to fear is that it itself should be no
more than some incomplete viewpoint and, in fact, thet is what

it 1s. ‘'logel aimed st rehabiliteting the gspeculative resson that
Kunt had dethroneds But the basis of the Xantinn attack was that
the unconditioned 15 not a conétitutive component of judgment.

A complete rehabilitation of human rational conseiousness will

atow that the unconditioned is a constitutive component of judg-
ment. This, Hegel did not do. Iis viewpoint ia esgentially the
viewpoint of & thinker who does not and cannot regard the factual
a8 wnsonditioned, who cannot acknowledge any factually fixed points
of reference, who cannot advence by distinguishing the definitively
gertain, the more or less probuble, and the unknown. IHepgel's renge
of vision i3 enormous; indeed, it ia unrestricted in extent, But
1t 1s always restrioted in content, for it views sverything es it
would be 1f there were no facts. It is a reatricted viewpolint that
can topple outwards into the factualness of Marx or inwarda into
the faotualness of Kierkegsard. It is a viewpolnt that i3 trans-
cended automntically by anyons that, in any instonce, grasps the
virtuslly unconditionsd and affirms it.

For this reason, we placed tho discuasion of 3elf-affirma-
tion prior to the discusaion ﬁf the Notion of Being. Self-affirma-
tion {3 the affirmntion of the knower, sonsclous empirically, in-
telligently, rationally. The pure desire to know is a constituent
elsment both of the affirming nnd of the self that 13 affirmed.

But the pure desire to know {3 the notion of helng ag it is spon-
tangously operative in cognitional process and heing itself is the

to-be«known towsrds which thet process heads,




CHAPTER XIII

THE NOTION OF OBJEOTIVITY

Human knowing is oyclie and oumulative. It i= oyolis in-
aamoh ag cognitional process advences Irom expsrience through
inquiry and reflection to judgment only to revert to experience
and recommence 1tz ascent to another Judgment. It is cumulative,
not enly in memory's stors of experiencesa and wnderstanding's
cluatering of insiyghts, but also in the coalescence of judgments
inte the context named knowledge or mentality.

This complexity of our knowing involves a parallel coOme
plexity in our notion of objestivity. Prineipally the notion of
objeotivity 1s conteined within a patterned context of judgments
which gerve as implielt definitions of the terms, object, subject.
But besidea this prineipal and complete notlion, there also are par-—
tial aspects or components emergent within cognitionsl process,
Thus, there ia an experlentiml aspect of objeoctivity propur to
senge and empiricel consolousness. There is a normative aspect
that 18 ocontalned in the contrast between the detached and unresg=-
trioted deaire to know and, on the other hand, merely subjective
desires and fears., Minally, there 18 an absolute aspect that is
contained in single judgments eonsidered by themaelvea lnesmuch
ad sach rests on a grasp of the uncondlitioned and is posited with-

out reservation.
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le TUE PRINCIPAL NOTION

Prinoipally, the notion of objectivity is contained 1n a
patterned context of judgmenta. 7For one may define as object any
Ay B, Cy Dys « ¢« « « « whare, in turn, A, B, C, D,s + - are defined by
the correoctness of the met of judgnents:

Afa;Blis; Cla; Dis; o o v v o«

A 18 neither B nor C nor Dnor . .

B {g neither ¢ nory D nor « + o «

C ianeither Jnor « « o« » o« v o
Agsin, one may define a subject as any object, say A, where it i8
trae that A affirms himself as a knower in the pense sxplained in
the chapter on self-affirmation,

The bare egaentinls of this notion of objesctivity &re
reached 1f wo add to the judgements mlready discusased, viz.,, I
am 8 knower, Thias 13 a typewriter, the further judgment that I
an not this typewriter. An indefinits number of further objects
may be added by making the additional appropriate positive and
negative judgments, Finally, 1in so fer as one can intelligently
grasp and reascnably affirm the existence of other knowers be-
sides oneself, one can add to the list of the objects that also are
gub jeats,

The properties of the principal notion of objectivity have
now to be noted. £first, as has alrsady been remerked, the notion
resides in a sontext of judgments; without a plurality of judg--
ments that satisfy a definite pattern, the notion does not emerge.
Sacondly, there follows an immedlate corollary; the prinoeipsl
notion of objectivity, us defined, is not contained in any single

Judgment and, still less, in any experiential or normative factor

S
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that oosurs in cognitlonal prooesa prior to judgment., Thirdly,
the validity ol the prineipal notion of objectivity is the same

as the validity of the set of judgments that contaln 1it; if the
Jndgrents are correct, then it is correet that there are objects
and subjeots in the sense defined, for tho sense defined is simply
the correocinensa of the appropriate patiern of judgments,

Fourthly, to turn to certsin broader aspects of the prine
oipal notion, judgments in the appropriete pattern commonly are
made end commonly are regarded as correct., It followa that commonw
ly penple will know objJects and subjects and that oommonly they
will be surprised that eny doubt should be entarﬁained sbout the
matter. On the other hand, Lt does not follow that people will
commonly be able to glve a luold account of thelr knowledge of
objects and subjeots, For the lueld account employs the somewhat
recondite art of implioit definition and, at the seme time, peopls
are apt to Jump to the conslusion that so evldent & matter as the
existerwe of objects and subjects must rest on something as obvious
and conspisuocus as the experiential ampect of objectivity. Hence,
on the one hand, they will say that the typewriter is an object
hecuuge Lley see It oxr feel it; on the other hand, however, they
will adnit that would not conaider the typewriter an object if they
knew it to ba true either that there was no typewriter at all or
that what they nemed a typewriter was identieal with everything
elas,

Fifthly, the principal notion of objectivity is closely re-
lated to the notion of being. Being is what is to be known through

the totality of correct Judgments. Objactivity im 1ts principal
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sense is what 18 known through eny set of judgments satisfying

8 determinate pattern. In brief, there is objeotivity if there are
distinot belngs, some of which both know themselves and know cthers
ag others. Moreover, the notion of being explains why objectivity
in its principal senae 1s to be reasched only through a pattern of
judgments. For the notion of being hesomes determinate only in ao
far as judgments are made; prior to julgment, one can think of
being but one cannot know i{t; and any single judgment ig but a
minute ineremont in the process towsrds knowlng it. Again, belng
is divided from within; apart from being there 1s nothing; it
followa that there cannot bhe a subject thnt stands cutside being
and looks at it; the subject has to be before he oan look; and,
once he i3, then he 1s not outaide beilng but elther the whole of

it or some purt. If he is the whole of 1%, then he is the asole
object. If he 18 only a part, then he haa to begin by knowing

a multiplicity of parts (A is; B 1s; A is not B} and add that one
part knows others (I am A},

Sixthly, the principal notion of objectivity solves the pro-
blem of transsendence. How doa@s the knower get beyond himself to
8 known? The question 1s, we suggest, misleading, It supposes the
knowsr to know himself and aska how he can know anything slse.

Qur anawer involves two slements. On the one hand, we contend that,
while the knover mey experience himaelf or think about himsel?
without judginz, still he cannot know himself until he makes the
correct affirmation, I am, and then we contend that other judg-
ments are squally possible and reasonsble, so that bhpough eox-

perisence, inquiry, and reflection there arises knowledgze of cther




objects both as heings and a&s being other than the knowsr. Hence,
we plage transeendence, not in going beyond a known knower, dbut
in heading for being within which thers are positive differences
and, among such differences, the differsnce between objest and
subject. Inasmuch as such Judgments occur, there is in faet,
objestivity ond transcendence; undb whether or not such judgmenta
are oorrect, ia a distinet queatlon to be resclved along the Lines
reaohed in the anslyais of julgment.

2. ABSOLUTE OBJECTIVITY

Bealdes the principal notion of objeotivity, there also are
the partiel aspects of experientiasl, normatlve, and absolute obe
Jectivity., It will be convenlent to begin from the last of the
threa.

The ground of abaqlute objectivity i3 the virtually uncone
ditioned that 13 zragped by reflesctive understanding and posited
{n juignent. The formally uncondltionsd, which has no sonditions
at oll, stonds outeide the interlocked field of sonditioning and
conditioned; it is intrinsically sbsolute., 'The virtuslly uncon
ditioned stonds within that field; 1t has conditions; it itself is
anong the conditions of other inateances of the conditioned; still
its conditions are fulfilled; it 1s a de fasto absolute.

Begause the content of the judgment ls en absolute, it is
wlthirawn from relativity to the subject that utters 1t, the place
in which he utters it, the time at which he utters it. C(mesarts
erossing of the Rubison was a contingent event ocourring at a
partioular place and time. But a true affirmation of thet oveat
i an eternal, immuteble, definitive validity. For if 1t 1s true

that he did eross, then no one whatever at any plece or tims can
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truly deny that he did,

Hense, 1%t 13 in virtus of abasolute objectivity that our
knowing agquires whet has been nemed its publicity. Tor the sams
reason that the unconditioned is withdrawn from relativity to its
source, 1t also is accessible not only to the knower that utters
it but also to any other knower.

Again, 1t 1s the absolute objectivity of the unconditioned
thet ia formulated in the logleal principles of identity and
contradiotion. The principle of ldentity is the immutable end de-
finltive validity of the true. The prineiple of contradiction is
the exclusiveness of thut valldity. It 1s, and what i3 opposed to
1t, is not,

Further, absolute objectivity pertains to single judgmente
ad single. As has been argued, the principel notion of objectivity
i3 constituted only but a sultable constellation of juignents, But
eath judgment in such & congtellatlon is an absolute and, more-
over, it is an absolute in virtue of its own affirmation of the
unoonditioned. The volldity of the principasl notion is a derived
validity resting on the set of absclutes 1t involvea, But the ab=
solute aspect of objectivity hus 1ts zround in the slngle Judg-
ment to which 1t pertains. It ia quite compntible with the affirma-
tion that there is but one belng, that there i3 no objact except
the affirming subject; accordingly, the asbsolute asgpeoct of obleot-
lvity does not imply any subjset-object reletion; it constitutes
the entry of our knowing into the reslm of being but, by ltself,
it does not sufflce to posit, distinguish, and relete beings. How-

ever, this Linsufficiency arises, not from some defaect of aksclute
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cbjestivity, nor because the posited belngs, their distinetion,
end their relations are not all unconditioned, but because several
Judgments are needed to posit, to distinguish, and to relste.

It is important not to confuse the sbsolute objectivity
of eny correot Jjudgment with the invarisnce proper to the expression
of universal Judgments. Both universal ond particulasr judgments,
i1f eorrect, are absolutely objeotive. But the former are expressed
invariantly becouse the expression 13 independent of variations
in spatio-temporal reference frames, while the latter are expressed
rolatlively because their expression does not enjoy guch independ.
ence, lowaver, the variation.of the expresaion prosuppoges and re-
veals the sbsolute objectivity of what is expressed. Because "I am
here now" hag ebsolute objJectivity, there is an ldentical truth to
be repeated only by employing the different words, ™ile was there then",

Agaln, absolute objectivity hes no implications of an abe
solute space or of an absolute time. If it ig true that space 1is,
then whnt 19 absolute is the truth and not the space. VYhether ths
spaoe 1s absolute or relative, 1s a further question. If it is
true that apace consists of an infinite set of immovable and empty
plages, then spase ia absoluts. If it i3 true that space ig not
guch a get, then apace 1s relative. Which 19 correct? At least,
the issue cannot bhe settled by appealing to the fmoet that a true
Judgment posits an unconditionsd.

Further, as Zeno argued, to affirm that somathing or other
is, doos not imply that it is within apace. If it did, one could
askk whethsr or not the space {within which it is) is. If not, that
space 1s nothing and to affirm thinga within nothing is meaningless.

If, however, it i{a, then since "to be" is "to be within spagem, the
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question recurs; 1f "X is" means "X i3 within space™, it would
geenm to follow that "gpace 18" means that "spnoe ia within space";
the gooond spoce cannoct he ldentical with the first, else it would
not contain 1%; end if it 1s distinet, then it can be only by
boing within a further space, and so on indefinitely.

The sarne argument holds for being within time. If "to bem
is "to be at some time", then either there is time or there i3 not.
df there is not, then "to be at soms time® Ls really a mere "to
be". If thare is time, then it has to be at aomo time, and that at
some tine, and go forth to infinity.

Interpretations of hoing or of absolute objeetivity 4in
torns of space and time are mere intrusions of imagination. Ab-
solute objectivity is simply a property of the unconditioned; end
the unconditioned, os such, says nothing ebout apace or time., If
one's Imnginntlon makes the ude of the preposition "within” im-
perative, then one mey say thot evory judgment is within a con-
toxt of other judgments and thet every unconditloned i1s within
a universe of being. Then "space 18" by being within the universe
of being, and "time {s" by being within the univerase of being, where
t0 "he within the universe of belng" is to "be unconditioned slong
with other instances of the unconditioned™,

3 NORMATIVE OBJECTIVITY

The second of the partisl mapects of objectivity is the
normative. It is objectivity as opposed to the subJectivity of
wishful thinking, of rash or excessively cantlous judpgments, of
allowing Joy or sadness, hope or fear, love or detestation, to
interfers with the proper msrch of cognitionel process.

The ground of normative objectivity lies in the unfolding

of the unrestrioted, detached, disinterssted desire to know.
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Because it 13 unrestricted, it opposesa the obscurantigm that hides
truth or blocks acgess to it in whole or inm part, DBecauge it
is detached, it 13 opposed to the inhibvitions of cognitional pro-
cegs that arliase from other human desires and drives. Becsuse it is
disintexested, it is opposed to the well.nmeaning but disastrous
refaforoement that other desires lend cognitional process only %o
twlsd its orientation into the narrow confines of their limited
TENGEO.

Normative objectivity ls coastituted by the immanent exigence
of the pure desire in the pwrsuit of ita unrestrioted oblective,
A dynamio orlentation defines its objeotlve. No less it defines
the meang towards atbaining its obJeotive. Hot only does the pure
desire head for the universe of boing, but also 1t does so by de-
giring to understand and by desiring to gragp the understood as
unsonditioned. :lence, to be cbjective, in the normative senge of
the term, is to give free rein to the pure desire, to its questions
for intelligence, and to lts guestions for reflection, Hurther, it
is8 to distinguish between questions for intelligence that admit
proximate solutiona and other questions of the same type thet, ay
present, oannot be solved. Similarly, it 1s to distinguish between
gound quegtlions and, on the otler hand, meaningledsd questions, or
inacherent or illegitimete questlons, For the pure desire not
only desires; it desires intelligently and reasonably; it deslres
t0 underatond because it 1s intelligent and 1% deslres to grasp
the unconditioned becuuse it desirss to be reasonable,

Upon the normative exigences of the pure desire rests the

validity of all logle and all methods. A logls or method 1s not

Ay
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an ultimate that can be established only by a hullabalou of
gtarry-eyed pralse for Medieval Fhilosophy or for Modern Science,
along with an inascure resentment of everything elss., Logic and
method are intelligent and rational; their grounds are not belief
nor propaganda nor the pragmatic utility of atom-bombs and nylon
stockingg; thelr grounds are the inner exigence of the pure desire
0 know. They are to be acoepted in 30 far as they suocceed in for-
muleting that dynemic exigence; and they are to be reviasd in so
far aa they fall.

In various manners this dependanse has already been noted,
Thus, the logleal principlea of identity and contradiction reault
from the unconditioned and the compulaion it exercises upon our
reagonableness, The principle of excluded middle possesges ultimate ; _
but not Immediate validity; it possesses ultimate validity becsuse,
if a judgnent occours, it must be eitier an affirmation or & denial;
1t does not possess immediate wvalldity, for with respect to each
proposition, rational consciousness is presented with the three
alternativea of affirmation, of negation, and of seeking a better
understending and so a more adequete formulation of the Lssue.
Agein, the procedures of empirical method in its clessical and
statistical phasss have been accounted for by the pure desire's move-

ment towarda understanding, towards an understanding that regards

not only things ms related to us by our senses but also things as
related funetionally among themselves, towards an underatanding
that presupposes data to admit systematization in the classical
phase and, in other respects, to be non-syatematic and so necossi-

tate a statistical phase. Ffinally, precepts regarding judgment can
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be derived from the general requirement of the unoonditioned and
from the apecial olrcumstancess of different kinds of judgmenta
which nay be primitive or derived, theoretical or concrete, des-
oriptive or explanatory, certain or probable.

4. FEXPERIENTIAL OBJECTIVITY

The third partial aspect of objectivity is the experientinl,
It 13 the given a3 given. It ia the fleld of materials abont whioh
one lnquires, in which one finds the fulfilment of conditions for
tho unconditioned, to which copnitional procesgs repeatedly returns
to gonerate the garies of inquiries nnd reflections that yield the
contextual menifold of judgmonts.

Further, the given 1s unquestionable and indubitable, VWhaet
i3 constituted by answering questions, cen be upaset by other ques=
tlona. But the given is constituted upart from questioning; it re-
moins tho aame no matter what the result of questioning may ba:
it i3 unquestionable in the senme thut it lles outside the comil~
tional levels constituted by questioning and answering. In the
aame fashion tho given is indubiteble. What e¢an be doubted is the
answey to n question for reflection; it i3 a "Yes™ or a "Mo". Bub
the piven is not the anawer 1o any question; it is prior to ques-
tioning and independent of any anawers.

Apain, the given is residual and, of itself, diffuse, It 1
possible to select elements in the glven and to indisate them
olearly and precisely. But the selection and indication are the
wviork of insight and formulation, and the given 1s the residne that
remains when one subtracts from the indicated 1) the instrumental

act of meaning by which one indicates, 2) the concepts expressad
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by thot instrumental act, 3} the insights on which the concepts
rest, Ience, since the given 1s Just the reasldus, since it can he
geleoted and indicated only through intelleotual activities, of
itself 1t iz diffuse; the field of the given conteins differonces,
but in so far as they aimply 1is in the field, the differences |
are unassigned.

Again, the field of the given 1s equally walid in all its
parta but differently significent in different parts.

It 18 equally valid in all its parts in the senss that
there is no sersening prior to inquiry. H#ereening is the fruit of
inquiry. It takes plece once inquiry has begun.

It is differently significant in different parts in the
sense that sone peris axrs significant for some departments of
knowledge and other parts for other departments. The physielat
has to diaregnrd whet he nerely imagines, merely dresma, merely
derives fron his perscnal equation. The psychologlst hes to exe
plain imsgination, dremming, and personal equations. Iisnce, once
inquiry begins, the first step 1s the screening thet selects the
relavant £ield of the gdven.

We are employliag the name, "given", in an extremely
broad sense. It fncludes not only the veridical deliverances of
outer sense but alsc images, dreams, 1llusions, halluelnations,
personal squations, subjestive bias, and so forth. ilo doubt, &
more restrioted use of the term would be desirable, (I we were
speaking from the limited viewpolnt of natural science. But we
are working at a general theory of objestivity and so we have to

acknowledge as given not only the materials into which natural




goience inquires but also the materials into which the psyohologist
or mathodologiat or cultural historian fnguires,
There is a profounder reason. 0Our account of the given ia

extrinsiae, It involves no depcription of the stream of sensitive

consgiousness. 1% involwves no theory of thet stream. It discusses

nelther the contribution of the empiricully consclous subjeat nor
the ocontribution of othexr "outslde™ agents. It simply notes that
refloction and judgment presuppose understanding, that inquiry and
underatanding prefuppose materials for inquiry and something to be
underatood, 3uch presupposed materimls will be unguestionable and
indubitable, for they sre not constituted by anawering queations,
They will be residual and diffuse, for they ere what is left over
once the frults of inquiry and reflection are subtracted from cogni-
tional contenta,

Now such unquestionable snd indubltable, residuel and dif-
Tuse materials for inquiry and reflection must be regsrded as
equally valid in all thelr parta. Were they all invalild, there
could bs neither inquiry nor reflection, end 8o no reasonable pro-
noeuncement, that they are invalid. Yere some valid and others in-
valid, there would have to te a reasonably affimmed prineipls of
golection; but such @ principle can be grasped and reasonsably
affirmed only after inquiry has begun. Prior to inquiry there can
be no intelligent discrimination and no reasonable rejection.

There 1a atill & deepsr reason. VYhy is the given to be de-
fined extrinsically? DBecause all objectivity reats upon the an-
reatricted, detached, disinterssted desire to know. It is that

dosire that asts up the canons of normative objectivity. It ls
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that desire that gives rise to the abaclute objestivity implicit
1n. Judgment., It 1s that desire that ylelds the constellation of
Judgments that implicitly define the princlpal notion of dis-
tinet ohjeocta in the universe of belng, some of which know others.
Experienticl objectivity has to rest on the same basis, and so the
given in defined, not by appesling to semsitive process, but by
the purce desire regarding the flow of empirical consciousness as
the materials for its operation.
B CUARAGTERISTICS O TH NOTION

An account has been given of a prineipal notion of object-
ivity and of its three partiel aspects, the experiontial, the
normitive, and the absolute., However, thore ulse exists subject-
ivity, and the reader may be inelined to find in the present section
a full confirmation of & suspleion thet he hes for some time en-
tortuined, nnmely, thet we have f'niled to place our finger on
whtat 135 objective, that we ‘nre confusing vith the objective eithor
in part on in '.-rholé what ronlly is subjective. 7o deel with thia
problem will call for a further and rether complex investigetion
but, before we go on to it, let us note the nore general characters
istics of the notion of objectivity that las just been ocutlined,

PMrst of all, desplte its complexity, it can be the notion
of objectivity that common sense presupposes and utilizes. The
principal notion 1s implicit within o suitable pattern of Julg-
ments; 1t arises nutomatically when tho Judpgments that happen: to
be made fall within such o pettern., The sbsclute asspect is im-
plicit in judgment fer, as we have argned at lengthy judpment af-

firms the unconditioned that reflective understanding grasps. The
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nornatlve aspect is not any set of rules that has to be inventad;

1t results from the intelligeut inquiry and the reflective reason=-
ableness that are the unfolding of the pure desire to knovw. Finslly,
the experlential nspect, while it mny appear to do violencs
to common sends expectatlons, 1s fully in accord with sclentific
pracstics whicih claimg to be an extenslon and refinerent of common
8ense.

Sscondly, the notion of objectivity that has Lesn ouglined
1a a minimol notion. Thore ariges the quostion, Whot 1s objectiv-
ity? If the answer 13 to be intelligent and rougonable, then the
pure desire nnd its normative oxigences mist bo respacted. lore-
ovar, there nust bhe pnaterials inte wiileh intelligence inquires and
on whleh rengonablenoss reflocta, Turther, iff Lhere i3 4 definitive
anaver, the naconditloned snd so tho abaolubte will be abbained. Pinally,
il the question ond anower have a polnt, there will be olher judg-
ments whilch, 1f they occur 1h a&n appropriate pettern, will yleld
the principal notion.

Thirdly, our notion of objectlivity begs no questions. Juat
ag our notion of being does not decide betweun empiriclism and ration-

nlian, positivismand ideollsm, oxiastentialian and recliam, but

- leaves thut desision to the content of correct julgments that are

made, mo also our notion of objectivity 11 equelly open., If judg-~
menta ocecur in the eppropriate pattern, then 1t involves a plure
plity of knowlngy auabjects and known objects. If in effect, there
i9 only one true judgment, say, the affirmation of the logelisn
Absoluto Idea, our notlon of objectivity undergoes no formal

modification, IFf true judgnents are never reachod, there arises
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